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WASHIM~TO'U, D.C. 20548 -- 
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FOR kULEAlW3 ON Det1VER.k " - RXPECTRD IT 10x00 A.M.: IrST 
TWSDAY, DECEMBER 3, i982 a’ 

ISTATBMEWT OF :. .I < 
HARRY 8. NAVENG, ASSISTANT 

COMPTROLLER GENERAL FOR PROGRAM EVALUATION 
I 

BEFORE THE 

SUBCOMMITTRB ON HOU6IPTG ANR COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 
COMMITTBB ON BANKING, F INAWP, AND URBAN AFFAIUS 

UNITED STATES HOUSE OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFPICE!!7IEWS ON PROPOSED REVISIO$S 
TO THE REGULATIONS GOVERNING THE COM!@NITY 

DEVELOPMENT BLOCK GRANT PROGRAMI ., ".".~,",.,~! 
Mr. Cha irman and Member8 of the Suhcommitteer 

W 8  are p leared to be here today to arrriat your Subc&nmittee 

in con8idering the impact of the Department o f Housing ahd Urban 

D8v8lopment'r (HUD'8) r8cently prOpO8ed revirionr to the, rogula- 

tionr governing the Community Development Block G rant (CDBG) Pro- 

gram. W e  ati diroctfng our remark8 to propored regula&n change8 

which (1) 8liminate the application review prOCe88, (2) may lerrcrn 

the empha8 i8 on low- and moderate-income benefitr, and (3) impair 

HUD'8 ability to evaluate and report on the over&l1 eff+ctivener8 

of the program. 

The General Accounting Office ha8 evaluated 86!vera~ arpect8 

of th8 CDBG Program in recant yearr. w8 have i88ued (O$ are 

about to irrrue) 5  report8 wh ich are particularly releva!nt to the 

di8CU88iOn today. The8e report8 aret 

--Our April 30, 1981, report entitled  "The Community Devel- 

opment Block Grant Program Can B8 More Effectivll, In 

Revita liting The Nation'8 Citfer,” 



I. 

--Our 8eptembar 23,.19&Q, report /ntltLed ‘V,hrk tearned 

’ Prom  Pait Block Grantrs ImplioeWonr For Congrerrional' 

Ovorright,” 

--Out Wovember 3, 1982, report entitled "HUD Need8 To Better . 

Determ ine Extent Of Community Block Grants' Lower Income 

Bonefftr," 

--Our April 13, 1982, report to Senator Dodd on the PrOpO8ed 

Rental Youring Production and Rehabilitation Act of 1982 

(5. 21711, and 

--A  report to be frrued thir month entitled "Block Grants 

For Houringt A Study Of Local Experiences And Attituder." 

The CDBG Program '8 primary objective i8 to carry out com m unity 

development actfvitier which principally benefit low- and modsrate . 
(lower) income per8on8. VariOUB 8tUdie8 and 8tnti8tiC8 i8Ugge8t 

that generally the program  ha8 been well targeted to thdire pcrronr. 

XeVWth81.88, we have found 80me problem r"in this ragarcj.ar wall 

as with the reliability of HUD'8 information on targeting, and the 

dater collected at the local level. 

It is difficult to project the impact of HUD'8 proposed 

revirionr to the CDBG regulations. Wowever, it appear8 that the 

changes would make it wrier for grantees to shift program  bene- 

fit8 away from  lower income perronr if they wirhed to do 80. 

The chang88 would 8180 maka it more difficult for HUD $0 maarure 

the extent to which the overall program  i8 benefiting low- and 

moderate-income perronr. In our part rcportr'we have Urged HUD I 
to obtain better information on grantae8' compliance with program  
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$hur faoilitating national program wahation. 
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COHMINITY DEVELUPMENT 

ACTIVE 
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The CDBG Program'8 primary objective, a8 rtated in it8 

authorizing hgirlation, f8 the development of viable urban 

communitier by providing decent hOu8ing and a 8UitablO living 

environment and expanding economic opportunftier, principcrlly 

for perronr of low- and moderate-income. Thi8 objective remain8 

unchanged by the 1981 amendment8 to the Act. HUD'8 prOpO8ed 

revirionr to tho CDBG regulation8 continue to reflect the Act’8 

primary objective. How8ver, there proposed change8 alte$ the 

relatiOn8hip between the program'8 primary objective and ‘other 

program putpore in a way which appear8 to deempharrize the need 

to target benefit8 to lower income hou8eholdr. 

The Act provide8 that, conrirtent with the primary objective, 

the arrirtance provided under the program is for communiry 

development activities which are directed toward nine rpecific 

objectiver. There cover a wide variety of hOu8ing and qommunity 

development activitier, ranging from eliminating 8lUm8 and con- 

rerving the, hou8ing 8tock to economic development and eqergy 

conrervation. The legirlation al80 require8 grantee8 to certify 

that they have given maximum fearible priority to activitier 

Which either: 

--benefit lower income perronr or 

--aid in elimination of 8lums'or blight. 
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Other com m unity devalopnwm t me&r may be addressed if thay hsva a 

particular urgwkcy bmcaurr exirting coaditionr pose a serf.ou8 and 

immediate threat to the health or wolfare of the comnun$t$, and 
' 1 

if other financial reIOUrce8 are not available to meet ihb88 - 

need8. HUD roferr to the88 a8 the program '8 three broad national' 

ObjeCtive8, although the Act doer not rpacifically identkfy them  

a8 ObjeCtiV88. 

The 1981 amendment8 to the Act elim inated much of the detailed 

program  information grantees previourly subm itted in the$r appli- 

cation. Th8 revired requirement8 provide for a rtatement of the 

granteo'8 com m unity development objeCtiVe8, projected ~88 of fund8, 

and certification8 that the grantee is in compliance with variour 

. 

18gal requiranentr. HUD'8 funding decirion ir now based; on it8 . 
8atisfaction with the grantee'8 certifications of compliance, 

rather than it8 approval or di8apprOVal of rpecific planned 

activitier. 

The Act continues to provide for both a performance report 

from  the grantee and an annual review or audit by HUD. +IIJD may 

make adjU8tmmt8 in 8Ub8eqUent yearr' grant8 basred on findings 

from its reviews of the grantee'8 past program  performance. The 

overall result of there change8 ir to shift program  ovafright 

from  the application to HUD's grantee monitoring and pekformance 

rmTi.ewr . 

HUD has raid that a grantee'8 program  complieo with the Act'8 

primary objective when each of the grantee'8 individual/ activitiecr 

meets one of the three broad national objectives, and 48 the 

regulations are currently drafted, HUD will no longer review the 
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, extent to which a grantee'8 overall pt 

per8onr. WI) would COnrider lower income benefit infortitton .* 
j relevant Only for activitie8 whk the grantee identified dr I . 

: falling under that particular broad nstioml objective. 9~8, ttUD.. 
. ._ .- 

/ would not review tho,benofitr to lowar income per8onr of a@ 8ctiV- 

; ity which the grantee catagorieod a8 l $iminrrting rrlums clnd blight- I 

It appear8 to us that thir approach dosmpha8iter benefit8 !to ldwer 

income per8onr a8 the overall objective of .tho program. 
IMPACT OF THE PROPOSRD 
REGULATION CHANGES . 

/ HUD ha8 8tated that the propored regulation changes will 

provide granteer. greater flexibility in admini8tering their 

programr. It 18 difficult to predict how grantees will r+act to 
ma&h changer, but we believe the change8 will make it easier for 

grantee8 to 8hift their programr' targeting away from lower incom* 

peyonr if th8y 8hould wi8h to do 80. WC; al8o believe HUD will 

have difficulty in determining tiethar or not 8uch a rhift ha8 

occurrod 8ince neither the grantee'8 certification8 nor the BUD 

review will provide detailed benefit information for the; overall 

program. 

PAST CDBG PROGRAMS SHOW 
REASONABLY GOOD TARGETfNCJ, . 

T SOME PROBLEMS EXIST 

Rovi8w8 of part year8’ CDRG program6 ruggest that program 

bon8fitr have been r8aronably well targeted to lower inoome 

perronr. Yowever, our work ha8 identified riveral problems 

relating to targeting and to the reliability of data ur$d to 

report program beneficiarier. 
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Many l tudf@r h&v@ b@rn 

arpecte of the CDBG Program'8 targeting~ of bmefilr8 to lower . . . . . . 
incom. perronr. Our September -1982 report on,past block grant 

8Xp.Zi.nC.8 d i8CU88.d 8.V.fal Of there 8 tUdie8. They'coveked ;--,_ 

diffarant period8 betwee? 5iscal years 1975 and 1978 an&‘$clported ’ 

that from 54 to 66 percent of CDBG benefit8  were targetedto 

lower income perronr. Another HUD-8pom8ored 8tudy on CDBg funded 

reridential houring rehabilitation reported that 96 pcrrcetit o f 

thO8e arrirted W 8 re lower income houreholdr. 

Our current rtudy o f the housing block grant conc8pt# u8ed a 

nationwide quertionnaire covering entitlement citier and countier. 

G rantee8 who could provide us w ith  detailed hOU8ing ben8fit data 

under CDBG indicated that over 90 percent of houring benqfitr were 

targeted to lowor income perronr. 

Wh ile there experience8 cruggert that past program ben8fits 

have been rearonably we ll targated, they io not provide a  reliable 

bar18 for judging wheth8r or not thir targeting w ill continue. 

Moreover, wh ile the pa8t record indicate8 genarral 8ucce88 in tar- 

geting, our work did identify 8everal problsmo. Our 1981 report 

raired 8ome question8 about grante8 funding decisions, Drogram 

de8fgn8, and control8. For example, we found that 

--rome cities spread grant fund8 w idely, thus dilu$ing the 

impact they may have on the citier' revitalizati$n; / 
--rehabilitation fund8 were rometime 8p8nt for 10; priority 

/ 
improvement8 and were not always provided to perion in 

the greatert need; 
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--at th.8 th.r. Wa8 in8Ufficient &nfhhatiOn to ditemiin. 

whether fund8 were pltoperly rpent for eli9ible ecti~itier~ 
L . 

Accurate benefit data 18 important if good t8r$@ting %r 

- I 

eon8ider.d an important overall objective. In our Wovenbe~ 1982 .,;; l 

.  ,  ,. 
j report, however, we found that the benefit inforrmtion l?tiD$888 

j in it8 block grant annual report to the Congress tiy not bb 

j reliable b8Ceu8.r 

/ --Citier ured inconsistent methods of identifying and 

reporting bmWfiCiafi88. 

--HUD'8 OVer8ight did not identify granteer' problemq or 

verify performance information. s 
--HUD'8 report cover8 Only proj&ed benefit8 of p1alin.d 

projectr, not actual benefit8 from completed proje&r. 

Our current housing block grant 8tUdy found that CDBG entitle- 

ment grantee8 often lacked a variety of detailed data at khe local 

level on program activitier and benefit8. 

--About 20 percent of the grantee8 having housing aaristance 

activities could not provide enough detail on familier 

receiving asrirtance to characterize the beneficiaria as 

lower income. 

--A rub8tantial number of local official8 1ndicated:that 

certain other data related to their community'8 houring 

condition8, houring nead8, or the extent of CDBG i 

assi8tance provided, was alro unavailable. 

PROGRAM INFORMATION AND EVALUATION / . 

Adequate program evaluation and management informat@on is 

needed to rupport 8OUnd program management and Congrers4onal 
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b!, able to judge how wall thr CDBG Pro&m mot8 its &j&lvee. 
. 

: Looal govornzaenta, too, murat ha+8 8deqhto iqformution 'if Ithoy . . 

are to Iharnago their programs l ffective$y. With regard ,toitho n8w ‘;.. 
;* ’ I ” 

block grant@ created in 1$81, we concipded in our S@pte&~r 1982'"'.'A 

report that evaluation ryrtam8 mart ba applied uniformly icror8 

the adminirtoring govornmentr if compasabla data are to be 8 

collected and analyted. We believe thir ir equally true of the 

CDBG Program a# it i8 now being rertructured a8 II, terult of the 

1981 amandmwtr. 

Tha Act r8quiter HUD to r8pOrt to the Congr888 afteq each 

fircal y-r on thm progr888 made in accomplirhing progra? objoc- 

tiVa8. For thi8 r8port to ba meaningful, RUD murt have,+moly 

and reliable information on program accomplirhmentm. Thir infor- 

nation can be collected most efficiently at the local level by 
4 

the grantee8 who implement the program. " 

Our part rarearch ha8 8hOwn that when record@ are k!pt in 

varying format8 and rt varying level8 of detail, it ir ixtremely 

axpenrive and time consuming to aggregate and analyze t4e data on 

a national b88ir. Indeed, it may well be impossible toido 80 

except through a 8eparate 8tudy. With regard to the CDqG Program 
8pecificallyr 

--Our current study of all CDBG houring activiti&/ha8 rhown 

that grantee rocordkeaping ir often inadequate t b ' identify 

the oxtent of rpecific actLvitie8 or to describe program : 
beneficiarier. This made it extremely difficult/ and 

rxpenrive to develop a national picture of the drogram. 
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1 1’ ._ . .when grantoar do r8port aggregM+ benif& Ilnfometion, t , 
I i p HUD'8 monitoring of grwat8lr p~rf~rman’loi r8porting 16 
Ii 
Y , 

! inedoquato to identify artor in theis baaSit iti$&m@tionae"; 
, Tracking federally 8UppOrtad activitiar, rw?ip,i@ntr, irnd 

I 
j dollwr to dot8rraine whether there advance national objlctkv.8 ha8 

/ j hirtorically born of cantrol interart to the Congr.88. ,Rdgardle88 

! of the dstailr of th8 final CDBG regul8tion8, if the Cong+88 , , 
want8 to inrure that 8uch 8valuative information ir availiblo in 

the future, it may be nacerrary for yqu to require that it bo 

1 collected. Thi8, in turn, may involve requiring: 
I I , , , 1. That grantem keep record8 on program accomplirhsirentr I I / and, in particular, on beneficiari.8 in a rtandaid 
, format 8peCified by HUD, 8nd 

2. That HUD tart the reliability of thir data, aggrpgate 

it, and include it in the annual report on CDBG.: 

A8 a 8eparate matter, you may wirh to conrider the pptential 

value of mandating that HUD develop a ryrtem to evaluate various 

arp8ct8 of the CDBG Program. If you choose to pur8ue thi8 

approach, we would be pha88d to work with you and with $he 

Department to help develop the details of 8uch a requiredent. 

Thir completer my prepared statement. My colleaguei and I 

would be happy to rerpond to any-quemtionr. 
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